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respectively, being entirely compatible, and' the powers and authori-
iy of one not incousistent with or oppesed to the powers 2nd auiho-
- sity of the other.” It will be seen therefore, from the opinion of the
court, Which the memorialists rely upon as the basis of their claim,
that the old corporation ol 1867 is still in existence, and entitled to
its property. Itis true it is now in a state of inactivity, but it may
possibly rouse up 3{‘.\‘] assert 's vights herealter, as the memorialists
have now dene; torat the court be right i their opinion relative 1o
the tenacity of Iire in corporations, it is ditlicult o eonceive how one
is to be extinguisbed. 1on vears of pertect torsidity in the case of
tie Regents, termed no uns eduvents ta resnseriation: but whetherp
the old corporat-op be dissolved ar ol eanno! etleet the rivht of the
Rf'g(?n s ol the Lhiivarsiry 1o vs property. bhe memorialists eannot,
since the court has determived tha shejr charters are entircly inde-
pevdent, ciaiwm such Kindred with tlie first, as wonld authorise them
in the event ol dissolution, to clatar as hers at low.  Now, il the act
of 1812 is not tncompat:ble with the act of 1807, by what process
do the Regents of the Usiversity make thems lves entitled to the
preperty acquired by the Regeuts of the Medical Coliege? The
property, as before shown, wasacquired before the memorialists had
any corporate existence: no ingenuity therefo.e, it the court is right
an regarting the Regen's as an mdependent corporation, can date
their being before the act of 1812, and before then the Medical Col
lege was built by anether corporation “distivet and independent.”—
Haye the memorialists any plausible pretext even, for atking the Stale
1o surrei.der up to them tis part of the property?

H'e do not however coneur with the eourt in their opinion, that -
the act of 1812, and the act of 1807 are concistent with each other;
but 1t isfair to apply the principles of the court to the claim of
Regents, for two reasons, first, because they rely on that op:nion
as the foundation of their right; and seconcly, beeause the oppo-
site of that opinion, would leave the Regents not only without pro-
perty, but a'so witliout a corporate existence, as their charter
would be unconstitutional as well as the act of 1825, With due
deference to the Couit of Appenls, we think the conflict between
the act of 1812 and 1807 isso apparent on their face, that we can-
not conceive how any one could read them without pereeiving it.
That the Legislature intended to merge one in the other, and that
they have effectually carried out that intention, none who read can
~well doubt or deny. The act of 1507, established a Medical Col-
‘lege, and the act of 1812 certainly tovk that College to make part
of a University —When it became a Faculty of the Umver-
sity, and under the contrel of the Regents of 15812, there was
nothing left for the eorporation of 1807, to exercise any corporate
power or franchise upon, What was the office of the Regent un-
der the act of 18077 was it not to govern ‘‘the College of Medi-
gine of Maryland,” and was it not their duty and privilege to have
juedical lectures delivered every winter in that College? Then



